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Bibliometric analysis at Griffith in 2006
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Where we need to be in 2010!
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“Dust Storms” NOT “Mars” OR “Martian”
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Why do we need to make global 
comparisons of research?
Global university rankings – If we don’t then somebody 
else will.
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System, institution and field rankings provide only part 
of the picture.
Growth of the global knowledge economy makes 
positioning more important as we seek to attract the 
best staff and students and undertake research with 
leading collaborators.
The Policy Context
Global knowledge economy
ERA – 154 fields, world benchmarks
Internationalisation of ARC Programs
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Hubs and Spokes 
(distributed networks)
Mission Based Compacts
Bradley Review – a ‘world-class’ 
system
What we would all like to be able to say
International Rankings 
The University of Melbourne is 
consistently ranked among the leading 
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universities in the world.
The Times Higher-QS World University 
Rankings 2008
Top 30 ranking across all discipline areas.
Our overall ranking is 38. 
Academic Ranking of World 
Universities, 
Shanghai Jiao Tong University, 2008
No. 6 for the Asia-Pacific region.
No. 73 worldwide
Placing this into perspective
Australia – 2.95% to global knowledge production.
Griffith University – 2% of Australian knowledge or 
0.05% of total global knowledge.
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Even the largest Australian contributor to global 
knowledge, the University of Melbourne is responsible 
for just 0.28% of total global knowledge production.
Where it all began 
– Shanghai, late 
1990s
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Benchmarking 
and global 
comparisons
The ‘Gold Standard’ as a basis for 
measurement and comparison
Major world university rankings are designed top down. 
Indicators are based on the measurable characteristics of 
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world leading universities. 
Measures used in the tables are largely determined by the 
data available, not necessarily by clear definitions of 
quality. Counting what can be measured, not measuring 
what counts.
(HEFCE, 2008)  
Gold standards mean little to most below #100
SJTU Rankings Distribution
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Small nations: Highly Cited researchers and Nobel 
Laureates (1901-2007)
Nation Highly Cited Researchers Nobel Prize winners
Australia 112 10
Belgium 38 9
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Denmark 31 14
Finland 17 3
The Netherlands 98 18
Norway 14 10
Sweden 61 28
Switzerland 113 25
Harvard University – 187 HiCis
MIT – 72 Nobel prizes (current or former members)
Global comparisons and benchmarking provide hope
Classifications systems needed
Field rankings provide hope.
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How many fields are too few/many?
Thomson ESI – 22 fields
ERA 154 FoRs
ANZSRC 1,238 6-digit fields
Map of Science – 44,000 keyword combinations
Universities like Griffith
University of Sussex
Carleton University
University of Southern Denmark
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Umea University
Ben Gurion University
Breakthrough strategies of those that have lifted 
their game – e.g. University of Warwick
Australian National Citation Report
15
Griffith – Marine Biology 2001-2006
• Total # papers: 126
• Total # cites:                    565
• Mean times cited:             4.5
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• H-Index: 11
• C-Index: 1.08
• Average Percentile:       44.8%
Criminology
Water Science
Drug Discovery and infectious diseases
Areas of Strategic Investment
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Asian politics, trade and development
Climate change adaptation
Sustainable tourism
Health
Music, the Arts and the Asia Pacific 
Objective to be “world class”
Top 20 = world leading 
“When the world comes to us” (Gilbert, 2008)
Positioning for universities at all ranks
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Top 200 = world class
Top 500 = Top 5% 
(of the world’s 10,000+ universities)
Those that are not ranked?
World leading or world class?
Correlation between impact and ranking
Worldwide top-universities in life/biomedical sciences
100.00
World
Leading
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What do the University of Iceland
and Makerere University have in 
20
common?
Subject category – Medicine*
Rank Country Documents Cites per 
document
1 Iceland 1,427 18.58
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2 Finland 28,722 15.41
3 Uganda 1,084 14.22
4 Netherlands 93,035 14.07
5 United States 1,076,109 14.00
* Minimum of 1,000 documents over 10 year period 1997-2007
Challenges, opportunities and issues
• Focusing Australia’s contribution to global 
knowledge production
• Bibliometric analysis – are we measuring what 
counts or simply counting what can be measured?
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• “World leading” and “world class” differ substantially 
depending on discipline and sub-discipline;
• New fields and emerging fronts such as Climate 
Change are difficult to measure and compare;
• Keyword analysis can be gamed;
• Are our aggregations too small or too large?
Challenges and issues
• Are global rankings really “here to stay” and will their 
influence diminish over time?
• Classifications and benchmarking as one way of the 
future.
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• What will ERA look like in 5-10 years?
• Goodhart’s Law – “Once a social or economic indicator 
is made a target for the purpose of conducting social or 
economic policy, then it will lose the information content 
that would qualify it to play such a role.”
• How can we influence the future of ERA?
Questions and 
discussion?
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